With this issue the journal changes both editor and printer. To explain the idiosyncracies of our editorial office, I offer advice to authors, especially to those early in their careers as veterinary pathologists. These comments clearly reflect a personal bias, but that bias will be part of the journal for the next few years. Veterinarj. Patholog?, will continue to be a forum for natural and experimental disease of animals and should remain open to free and honest criticism. The standard for this, as for any good scientific journal. could be Jefferson's motto for the University of Virginia: "For here we are not afraid to follow truth, wherever it may lead, nor to tolerate any error so long as reason is left free to combat it."
Our manuscripts are evaluated both on scientific merit and on composition. The primary question is always "does the manuscript present enough significant new information to justify publication?" Assuming the answer is yes. a second question remains: "is the manuscript scholarly?' Four keys to good writing-grammar, writing style, organization, and word precision-are crucial to the success of any manuscript. Authorship implies the freedom and flexibility to make a paper both interesting and informative. Yet. there are certain pitfalls to which new writers are susceptible.
Grarnrnar and syntax. Grammar, the study of word class and function, is not a major problem for the journal, although some authors have trouble with verb tenses. In general, past tense is used for results and present tense for discussion and quotation of previous publications. Typical papers go back and forth between tenses, which is permissible, but most of the abstract should be in past tense and most of the introduction and discussion should be in present tense. Svntax, or word order, is a common and deceptive hurdle. A reader recently called attention to this example of bad syntax: "Aujeszky's disease is a naturally occumng disease of piglets caused by a herpesvirus." Although no one will assume that piglets are caused by herpesviruses, authors should be attentive to the intricacies of syntax. U'ritingstyle. Redundant phrases litter the pages of some manuscripts: "it has been determined that . . . ." "it is of interest to note that. . . ," or "at this point in time" (choose "point" or "time"). Do not be afraid to make strong statements without reference if, in your experience, they are true. It is your right as an author to make your stance clear. Do not sprinkle the text with "it appears that" and other hedging devices.
Authors should avoid negative writing if possible, e.g., "there is no information regarding . . ." (always untrue) or "little is known about . . ." (usually untrue). "Nonsuppurative" is a negative adjective to be avoided in histologic descriptions; although comfortable by virtue of tradition, it remains jargon and in most instances should be replaced by a positive descriptive adjective such as "lymphocytic." Some other habits to avoid are inappropriate pathologic cornbinations. e.g., "atrophic enteritis"; admittedly a catchy term for discussion, it is more appropriate to rephrase as "enteritis with atrophy o f . . . ," i.e., inflammation and its sequela: unnecessary sentences: a common filler is "The results of examining the lung culturally are presented in Table  1 "; authors should simply put "(Table 1)" after the first positive statement on results to which the data in Table 1 apply: and backward composition, which masks the point to be made (usually by placing it at the end of the paragraph); this is especially important in the discussion section. where each paragraph should begin with an impact statement and then lead to the ramifications of that statement.
Organization. Strict attention to journal instructions saves time. Avoid repetition among sections of the paper; e.g.. do not include the same information in the summary, results, and discussion. Manuscripts usually (but not necessarily) consist of a standard format with sections and subheadings in papers that are complex. Include all key indexing words in the title of your paper. Avoid abbreviations and excessive length. Avoid "waste words" such as "Studies on . . ." or "Observations on the. . . ." Each author listed must understand the study and be capable of explaining it; otherwise, contributors should be given credit in acknowledgements. W70rd precision. Make certain that each word means exactly what it should (and what you mean it to be). All too often the scientific data are precise, but the writing is not; it is sad to see good work expressed in crude and slovenly writing. Here is an example from a paper destroyed by inept composition.
Animals with severe or advanced pathologic involvement of lung parenchyma have a fractionally functional organ, which may serve as a nidus ofcontingent liability to the animal in coping with environmental and disease stress. Within this framework, a conducive setting might. . . .
What the author meant (I believe) was:
Severe lung lesions diminish respiratory capacity and increase susceptibility to systemic disease.
Try to avoid equivocal or subjective adjectives, which are apt to have far different meanings to different readers, e.g., "inany of the calves had . . . ," "there were.few to numerous eosinophils . . . ," "tissues were washed quickly." Avoid slang such as "cultures were passed blindly . . . ."
Veterinary Pathology is an international journal and authors should choose the most simple and clear words avail-able. Do not use visualized for seen. pet:fortwd for done. observed for seen (unless the event was observed). and depressed for lethargic (it is too vague and is used in a specific sense for human behavioral syndromes).
The introduction
Tailor the introduction to the audience of the journal. There are no strict rules. but a good format includes a first paragraph that is a concise statement on broad aspects of the problem in order to orient the reader to the pertinent literature: a second with facts in the literature that relate to the specific problem: and a third paragraph with goals of the study. e.g.. "It was the purpose of this study to examine . . ." or "This experiment was designed to . . . ."
Do not make the problem appear artificially mysterious by avoiding or slanting the information gleaned from the literature. Be fair in introducing the work of others-skepticism must remain the child of curiosity and not wander off into cynicism.
Methods
Sufficient information must be given so that the stud!. can be reproduced by a competent colleague. The extent oftissue sampling and examination are all too often missing in manuscripts. This is especially important in assessing accuracy in ultrastructural studies. The reader should be told how many sites were sampled, how many blocks were prepared. and how many sections were examined from each block. It must be clear that the illustrations represent a sampling taken at predetermined sites and times and arise from a morphologic examination on a specific number of blocks and sections. not merely pictures obtained randomly from pieces of tissue.
Results
Be concise. Use tables whenever possible. and do not repeat information found in tables in the text. In complex studies include only representative data: inclusion ofall crude data proves not that the author used extreme care. but that he or she lacked discrimination.
In describing tissues. do not write as though actions were seen, e.g.. "Kupffer cells were observed to phagocytize bac-" (bacteria were within Kupffer cells) or "dermis consisted of fibroblasts actively synthesizing collagen . . ." (an increase in collagen and fibroblasts was in the dermis). Do not assume a progression of changes in progressive tissue samples, as though the same sample had been examined serially (instead of samples taken in series being examined individually).
The results section is no place for assumptions and imagination: reserve this type of writing for the discussion. The credo of Claude Bernard makes the distinction between Results and Discussion sections as clear today as when it was written in 1865:
Put off your imagination as you put off your overcoat. when you enter the laboratory; but put it on again when leaving. . . . Before your experiment. and between the whiles. let your imagination wrap you around: put it right away from you during the experiment itself. lest it hinder your observing power.
Discussion
Most poor discussion sections are so because the author does not focus on the data but takes the reader on a rambling discourse that more closely resembles a review of the literature. Authors who have trouble should begin by outlining individual points to be discussed (in relation to the data). placing them in descending order of importance. and rewriting. Each point for discussion should be confined to one paragraph if possible.
Do nor repear resulrs. If the reader must be reminded of results. write them as a prepositional phrase. e.g., "Because we found foci of necrosis in the liver. we believe that . . . ."
or more directly. "The presence of foci of necrosis in the liver indicated t h a t . . . ."
It is not the purpose ofthe Discussion to review the general literature but to state conclusions and summarize evidence for each conclusion. This section should show relationships among observed facts and discuss theoretical implications.
Summary
This should be a concise factual condensation of each of the sections. Here you must sacrifice detail so that the main thrust or premise of the paper can be very clear. Never conclude with "the results are discussed . . . ." This all-time winner of bad writing in the Summary category recently appeared in a journal of medical pathology:
In preparing this article. we have attempted to present a representative report of the recent data and the conclusions reached by the various investigators. These data and conclusions necessarily depict the many discrepancies and contradictions that now exist in the literature. From them. we are unable to deduct the degree of importance of relevance of the many factors implicated in the etiology of carcinoma of the mammary gland. but we suspect that most of them are involved in synergistic actions which either condition the tissue or initiate. promote. prevent. or retard mammary gland carcinogenesis. Under some conditions. any one ofthe many implicated factors may influence the manifestation of the disease in some members ofsome populations. This leads to the conclusion that none of the factors so far studied is of great importance singly: but in a situation where several act together, any one may appear to be significant.
Biological versus statistical significance
Both the joy and frustration of biology arise from its variability. the continual ebb and flow of matter in living tissue. Research must be done in a jungle of interconnecting variables. Authors must not introduce artificiality into the work, either with clinical prejudice or by mathematical manipulation. Some authors seem to believe that descriptive pathology is exempt from quantification ofdata and, as a group. I suspect we all err in the precision with which we analyze tissue. On the other hand. one must not introduce artifacts by overzealous statistical analysis.
A recent study in the Journal of the .4nierican I'eterinar~+ .2fedical .-lssociation showed that a high rate of error occurs in use of statistics: 18% of manuscripts gave insufficient information for evaluation by the reader. and 8% had statistical errors. most of which involved treatment of dependent observations as if they were independent.
In pathology, one of the more bothersome habits is the transformation of soft data to hard by converting highly subjective evaluations (such as -, +, + + ) into numbers and then manipulating numbers with formulae. Statistical analysis of data from small numbers of samples or tissues is also a misleading tactic. Some biological scientists, because the exactness of numbers seems more respectable than the more awkward and less readily controlled clinical or necropsy observations, tend to overvalue mathematical treatment of data. Dingle has described the problem:
It is the illusion that any idea that lends itself to mathematical development is thereby justified as true science. and its power is such that no criticism of the idea is even permitted provided the mathematics is faultless. No intelligent person would underestimate the importance of mathematics in science or question the necessity for its correctness, but it cannot bring truth out of error. If it is applied to truth it will produce truth, and if it is applied to error it will almost certainly produce error.
Authors must keep the difference between biological and statistical significance clear. Experimental research represents a certain withdrawal from reality, and the more exact an experiment is. the more abstract it becomes because variables are reduced to the smallest number. Veterinary pathologists, being smart people, are of course acutely aware of the limitation of their simple systems and strive to construct more precise models that are less distant from reality.
Criticism and the reviews
Journals that consistently provide excellent reviews will succeed: those that fail to attack erroneous data and secondrate illustrations will wither. Authors sometimes fall in love with their own work and no longer view data critically: they become unable to see different relationships in a field that has become all too familiar. The assurance of a good critique has the remedial effect of making even the experienced author check references and refrain from sweeping generalizations. The good critic should identify bad science and shabby photographs without entering into a personal attack or causing the recipient of criticism to feel the fool because errors have been detected in the manuscript. The art of criticism has been elegantly put by the physician William Bean:
Criticism is. of its nature, destructive. The notion of constructive criticism probably arose because criticism may be delivered in an effective way which cuts with small pain. It can have a result which is constructive if it leads to the correction of error, the improvement of technique, and the debridement of those necrotic evils of obscure style, sterile speculation, and discord between evidence and conclusion which so beset us.
The quality ofany journal resides largely with the expertise of its reviewers-those who are willing to spend the time to critically review data. Editors of the Journal of Neuropathology and Experimental Neurology have explored use of reviews wherein authors were anonymous and where the identity of the reviewers was known to authors. Clearly, reviewers preferred anonymity and yet wished to know the source of the material. An editor of the Journal of Clinical Inwtigation. Dr. T. P. Stossel, has studied the review process and found that bad reviews typically fail to detect even major flaws. contain dogmatic comments unsupported by logic or evidence, or focus excessively on disagreements in interpretation of data. Confirming the suspicion of many editors, it was found that the incidence of poor reviews was highest for the highest-ranking group of scientists.
In the end someone must select which paper is published and which is not and that task falls finally to the editors. As associate editors, Dr. Harley Moon and Dr. Donald McGavin join me as a final review committee on all manuscripts with equivocal reviews. We ask authors to consider the comments of reviewers. editors, and copy editor as attempts to improve the quality and literacy of their manuscripts. From the start we admit imperfection, but strive to make the correct decision for the journal. In a recent issue of Science. Daniel Koshland, in discussing the frustrations of editorial processing, has written that editors are:
. . . characters with icewater in their veins, hearts resistant to fire. and epidermises that are not dissolved by tears . . . editors are paid and treated even worse than authors but they are sustained by a second delusion, righteousness. In their minds they stand at the bridge. like Horatius, to protect the standards of scholarship by deflecting the hordes of unworthy manuscripts. It is inevitable that qualities that make scientists overcome obstacles and battle the perversities of nature are not abandoned when they meet this new obstacle.
Today, biology is awash in genetic engineering. To be sure, this is the exciting new technology of the late 19OO's, and 1 do not decry the seductive pressure it places on us to change our ways. Yet. there is danger that the contributions of (and funds for) the traditional morphologic approach. so valuable in the past, will be swept back by this enthusiasm. Even worse, pathologsts may neglect to adapt these new developments to use in tissue analysis. Pathology of course is changing. Cell proteins are being specifically identified cytochemically. surface antigens and receptors are being catalogued, and neoplasms are being classified not only by surface markers but by genetic analysis. In the next decade I hope that our readers will be able to share in pages of I eterinary Patholog*. these advances on the Norman F. Cheville, Editor
